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Terry Eagleton is one of the most important academic literary critics 
in the English-speaking world; moreover, his obdurate commitment to 
Marxism makes him undisputedly the leading left-wing literary theorist. He 
is also a prolific writer, whose publications vary from academic to popular 
works, including a play, an autobiography and a novel. His detailed studies 
in literary and cultural theory often have a polemical or even belligerent 
undertone. Because of his trenchant and aggressive criticism towards 
postmodernism, he is considered to be among those modernist writers 
inimical to it. My argument in this paper is that though the neo-Marxist 
Eagleton (1991: 132) indicts postmodernism for being depthless, styleless 
and dehistoricized and even devoid of authenticity, he nevertheless uses and 
abuses postmodern techniques in his unique novel Saints and Scholars 
(1990). In this paper, first of all Eagleton’s attitudes towards postmodernism 
will be briefly displayed and then his conflicting but skilful use of 
postmodern fictional techniques in his novel will be tried to be illustrated. 
With impartial consideration to the above points, the conclusive purpose 
will be to acquire an explanation for the author’s aim of writing such a 
novel as Saints and Scholars. 

In his article entitled ‘Capitalism, Modernism and Postmodernism’ 
(1991), a referential text for many critics of postmodernism (Hutcheon, 
1988:18), Eagleton claims postmodernism to be “a sick joke at the expense 
of ...revolutionary avant-gardism” (1991:131). Furthermore, in his book 
The Illusions of Postmodernism (1996) he sees postmodernism as a kind of 
“straw-targeting” or “caricaturing its opponent’s positions” (VIII) and 
accuses it of complicity with late consumer capitalism, thus lacking any real 
critical force (Booker, 1994: 204). This is a general view taken up by many 
neo-Marxists who accuse postmoderists of being “always already 
complicit in the system” they criticize (Sim, 2001: 166). Thus, Eagleton lays 
accusation on postmodernism, which he argues (1996: IX) is in agreement 
with the chaos of contemporary world. This is because this chaos was 
initiated by capitalism, which he finds even more subversive than 
postmodernism. He defines capitalism as “the most pluralistic order history 
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has ever known, restlessly transgressing boundaries and dismantling 
oppositions, pitching together diverse life-forms and continually 
overflowing the measure” (133). 

In his polemical work Afier Theory (2003), he even goes further to 
claim that postmodernism is “politically catastrophic” because of “its 
prejudice against norms, unities and consensus” (16). In this work he also 
offers a broad definition for what he means by the term ‘postmodern’: 


... the contemporary movement of thought which rejects totalities, universal values, 

grand historical narratives, solid foundations to human existence and the possibility 
of objective knowledge. Postmodernism is sceptical of truth, unity and progress, 
opposes what it sees as elitism in culture, tends toward cultural relativism, and 
celebrates pluralism, discontinuity and heterogeneity. (13) 


Eagleton’s determined commitment to Marxism can be seen as one 
of the reasons for his hostile attitude towards postmodernism, which has 
declared the end of grand narratives and as such rejected Marx and 
socialism. Indeed, a common view among not only postmodernist but also 
revisionist Marxist thinkers is that Marxism has failed to move with the 
times and become an ‘authoritarian theory’ on its own because of being in a 
fervent attempt to impose its own theories and claiming that it alone 
possesses the truth (Sim, 2001: 12), a sort of grand narrative. 

On the other hand, the general tendency towards postmodernism in 
the opposing camp is to see it as a kind of “an updated version of 
scepticism” which only attacks other theories related to truth and value 
though it alone does not “set up a positive theory of its own” (13). Since 
postmodernism rejects all encompassing truths and definitions and 
celebrates plurality and diversity, Eagleton in a somewhat dryly sense —yet 
not carrying any convention- announces the end of theory in After Theory. 
In his view (1996:97), plurality and diversity seem at first glance to be good 
since they give voice to the marginalized; however, the practice of attaching 
the same degree of importance to everything around renders the value 
assessment meaningless. In other words, postmodernism creates a realm in 
which theory bears no purpose anymore, a place where certain universal or 
trans-cultural values are not available and where anything goes. In this 
respect, postmodernism is often seen as a kind of anti-theory; nevertheless, 
an anti-theory after all is still a theory. All that shows that to announce the 
end of theory with postmodernism, as Eagleton does, seems to be 
inappropriate. 

Though Eagleton sees the postmodern condition as a rejection of 
universal values, he thinks that values like moral purpose, politics or truth 
can still be found in human life. Exposing his socialist attitude, he also sees 
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value as a transitive term: it means whatever is valued by certain people in 
specific situations according to particular criteria and in the light of given 
purposes” (1985: 11). Consequently, he argues (16) that value judgments 
have “their roots in deeper structures of belief” and thus have “a close 
relation to social ideologies”. This approach also reveals his belief in the 
‘individual self which stands against postmodernism’s claim that there are 
only ‘selves’ which are language-based social identities or constructions. If 
there were no ‘individual self’, then there would be no free will and choice, 
a notion also paradoxically stated in his novel Saints and Scholars. 

In connection with their distinct attitudes to the notion of self, 
Marxism and postmodernism display an important difference in their 
appreciation of representation because of their differing perceptions of the 
reflexivity of language. While the text stands only for itself according to the 
postmodern thinkers, it has a deeper meaning for the Marxists who are in 
search for an underlying truth beneath the surface appearance. Eagleton 
himself does not believe that literature reflects reality but to him, texts can 
be used to represent and misrepresent other extra-textual realities (Millner 
and Browitt, 2002: 48). Therefore, he rejects that “a text has a value in itself, 
regardless of remarks about it” (Eagleton, 1985: 11) and puts forward that 
“Marxist criticism analyses literature in terms of the historical conditions 
which produce it; and it needs, similarly, to be aware of its own historical 
conditions” (1976:VI). In view of that, Eagleton’s literary criticism begins 
with the search for the historical factors which have produced the text and 
therefore aims at illustrating the function of ideology in/through that text 
because in his view: 


...texts do not reflect historical reality but rather work upon ideology to produce an 
effect of the ‘real’. The text may appear to be free in its relation to reality ( it can 
invent characters and situations at will), but it is not free in the use of ideology. 
‘Ideology’ here refers not to formulated doctrines but to all those systems of 
representation (aesthetic, religious, judicial and others) which shape the individual’s 
mental picture of lived experience. (Selden and Widdowson, 1993: 92) 


It is clear from his remarks that the approach to history also differs in 
both movements. Marxists see history and literature, the components of the 
superstructure, as the outcome and representation of social, historical and 
ideological conditions, which are the components of infrastructure, an 
approach postmodernism aggressively denies. The general Marxist approach 
to history is an evolutionary one based on class-struggle and aims at a 
socialist revolution after the diminution of society to only two classes (the 
proletariat and the bourgeoisie) followed by the rise of a classless society. 
On the contrary, postmodernism rejects an evolutionary history and accuses 
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Marxism of being illusionary, whereas Eagleton (1996: 51) claims that 
postmodernism believes in a discontinuous, wholly random history and 
therefore blames it on being ahistorical (Hutcheon, 1991: 59). From all these 
reciprocal rejections, an impasse, it is apparent that both movements are in 
great disagreement despite their intense concern with the past. History is 
vital to the Marxists in order to explain the development of societies from 
one material stage to the other, whereas postmodernists use it in order to 
offer alternative versions of it, an emphasis on plurality, Yet Eagleton 
believes it is nostalgia that is often why postmodernists turn to the past. 
However, Hutcheon (1991:4) emphasizes that postmodernism’s 
involvement in history seems more to be ‘political’ rather than nostalgic and 
therefore should be seen as a ‘critical revisiting’ or ‘reworking’ of the past. 
Moreover, if ‘nostalgia’ is taken in its literary sense —as a feeling of longing 
for specific moments of the past- most of the postmodern historical fictions 
prove this accusation to be irrelevant. In his only novel Saints and Scholars, 
Eagleton illustrates that there is a history which initiated the general 
ideology responsible for the production of the text (Langland, 1984: 216). 
The novel, yet in the guise of a postmodern novel, offers Eagleton’s Marxist 
approach to history. 

Eagleton’s novel opens with a real historical event: James Connolly, 
the Marxist revolutionary and one of the leaders of the Eastern Rising, is 
prepared for his execution on May 12" 1916 at Kilmainham prison, in 
Dublin. Nonetheless, his execution is delayed for more than hundred pages 
since he is temporarily rescued, by the intervention of the writer, from the 
bullets flying towards his breast. The purpose of the fiction in Connolly’s 
abduction is to make him discuss philosophical topics such as history, 
language, truth and revolution with worldly historical figures like Ludwig 
Wittgenstein, Nikolai Bakhtin and also the fictional worldly figure Leopold 
Bloom from James Joyce’s Ulysses. Additionally, the purpose of the writer 
in bringing together these well-known figures-thinkers—is to justify 
Marxism. All this happens during the time of the bullet which lasts eleven 
chapters, of the overall twelve, until it hits Connolly and kills him, a close 
affinity with the bullet time in Matrix (1999) by the Wachowski Brothers. In 
this respect, historical reality and fictionality are merged in the same pot to 
create a literary mode of irony. 

Emphasizing the correlation between historiography and fiction, 
postmodern writers see both history and fiction as inter-textual linguistic 
constructs (Hutcheon, 1988:105; Jenkins 2003:9). Thus, postmodern 
historical fiction sees history and historiography as a kind of discourse or 
even a language-game (39). Linda Hutcheon has derived the term 
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‘historiographic metafiction’ from this kind of postmodern historical fiction 
(1988:5), which according to her: 


...implies that, like fiction, history constructs its object, that events named become 
facts and thus both do and do not retain their status outside language. This is the 
paradox of postmodernism. The past really did exist, but we can only know it 
today through its textual traces, its often complex and indirect representations in 
the present: documents, archives, but also photographs, paintings, architecture, 
films, and literature. (1991:78) 


Postmodernism does not reject the existence of history but claims that 
history only reports salient or ‘noteworthy to tell’ information about major 
events. Consequently, there is only one past and since it is impossible to 
give a complete or total encompassing account of the past, there are various 
histories of the past available, but they are only subjective fragments of it. In 
other words, there are many facts about the past which are not reported in 
history; as a result, history is formed by the events to which we have given 
meaning (Hutcheon, 1991: 54). Brenda K. Marshall lists postmodernism’s 
concern with and questions on history as follows: 


Whose history gets told? In whose name? For what purpose? Postmodernism is 
about histories not told, retold, untold. History as it never was. Histories forgotten, 
hidden, invisible, considered unimportant, changed, eradicated. It’s about the refusal 
to see history as linear, as leading straight up to today in some recognizable pattern- 
all set for us to make sense of it. It’s about chance. It’s about power. It’s about 
information. And more information. And more. And. And that’s just a little bit about 
what postmodernism [is]. (4) 


There are many strategies in postmodern historical fiction which 
“reflect a vital novelistic imagination at work and reveal that novelistic 
reality can only be fictive” (Opperman, 1993: 133). Therefore, postmodern 
historical novels try to ‘unmask’ the fictional formation of history 
(Wesseling, 1991: 5) by the use of irony, parody, self-reflexivity and other 
devices and point out that history is merely a construction. The narrator in 
Saints and Scholars informs the reader about what official history recorded 
about Connolly’s execution. By adding his comment on history that “history 
does not always get the facts in the most significant order, or arrange them 
in the most aesthetically pleasing pattern” (10), the reader is prepared to 
hear an alternative story. Through self-reflexivity, postmodern historical 
fictions intentionally emphasize that they are literary constructs. This is a 
strategy which also secks to ‘relativize’ the distinction between fact and 
fiction (Wesseling, 1991: 82-3). The most significant self-reflexivity of 


192 


l 


Saints and Scholars is demonstrated with Wittgenstein’s early inquiries on 
language. Wittgenstein’s conception of language is as follows: 


Language pictured how the world was, but it was impossible to picture how it did 
this, any more than the eye could represent itself in the field of vision. Like the eye, 
language was the limit of a field, not an object within it. You could think about the 
limits of language but you had to do so from within the language itself, and this was 
an absurd paradox. (38) 


This comes to mean that the world’s limits are marked by the limits of our 
language and that everything is just what it represents, which can be 
considered as the postmodern approach towards language. Additionally, he 
emphasizes that nothing important is concealed, but towards the end of the 
novel Wittgenstein’s logic undergoes a radical change. Here the narrator 
paradoxically claims that with the execution of Connolly, he became not 
only a piece of language but also a mystified entity. Therefore, ‘Connolly’ 
had deeper meanings including some mythic implication. He must be seen 
not only as Connolly but as a philosopher, a “crank” which makes 
revolutions and the first cry of the new republic (144-145), This approach 
implies that important things are in fact concealed, just the opposite of what 
Wittgenstein previously claims. 

The kind of self-reflexivity at the beginning of Saints and Scholars 
can be seen as the sort of historiographic metafiction which Elizabeth 
Wesseling sees as “the imposition of a plot on a plotless reality” (120). 
Thus, the narrator makes up a history and promptly asks the reader to 
participate in this process: 


Seven bullets flew towards Connolly’s chest, but they did not reach it, at least not 
here they didn’t. Let us arrest those bullets in mid air, prise open a space in these 
close-packed events through which Jimmy may scamper, blast him out of the dreary 
continuum of history into a different place altogether. (Eagleton, 1990: 10) 


In this way, the epistemological reality of history is questioned throughout 
Saints and Scholars in many ways. Hutcheon’s assertion, for instance, that 
events become fact is supported by the narrator’s comment on Connolly’s 
execution that it “was not historic, but would become so retrospectively” 
(9), a view which not only illustrates the selectivity of history, but also, 
conversely, emphasizes the Marxist notion of the text as the outcome of 
historical and ideological conditions. When Wittgenstein summarizes the 
history of humankind as a struggle or Connolly draws a picture of an 
oppressed Irish history, the response of Bakhtin to both sounds the same and 
echoes the postmodern jargon: “A brilliant narrative, though of course 
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there’s always another” (126; 85). This claim also suggests the multi- 
interpretability of history as well as Mikhail Bakhtin’s ‘dialogic’ approach 
to it. The narrator’s observation that the battlefield on which the rebellion 
took place was an ‘unepical terrain’ contrary to its impressive representation 
in myths and legends (89) calls up Hayden White’s idea of history as “a 
verbal structure in the form of a narrative prose discourse” (1993:2) which is 
“attended by specifically determinable ideological implications” 
(1993:24;1992:IX). In other words, the general notion of postmodern 
historical fiction that representations do not or are not able to represent the 
world emphasizes the political potential of postmodernism, which Hutcheon 
(1991: 2) sees as ‘inevitable bedfellows’. It can be inferred from here that 
ideology is important for both Marxism and postmodernism for the sake of 
different objectives. Another deconstructive approach to an all totalizing 
view of history can be seen in the approach of Wesseling, where she (126) 
asserts that historiography writes the history of the victors while the losers 
are quickly erased from our historical memory. Saints and Scholars not only 
depicts the involvement of ideological expediency in the construction of 
history but also emphasizes history as a construct of the dominant powers. 
The Irish are seen as “an illusion: an invention of the British” (103) or “a 
race bereft of history” (104) and therefore the revolutionary Connolly argues 
that the Irish must continue remembering their past since the English will 
otherwise “rewrite their history in order to make it continuous with the 
present” (124). 

In this context, Eagleton’s political opinion is occasionally revealed 
in the novel. Especially his charge of the English for their economic and 
political misrule in Ireland is embedded. For instance, the narrator’s 
comment that “Most of what went out went to Britain, and most of what 
came in came from Britain too” (47) emphasizes the economic exploitation 
of Ireland by the English as well as it accuses the Irish bourgeoisie of being 
in complicity with the English. English rule in Ireland throughout history 
has initiated waves of migrations, which is one of the answers to the 
question of why today so many Irish live all around the world (2000:109). 
Eagleton represents his view with the choice of his Irish characters. 
Ironically, neither Connolly (Scottish Irishman) nor Bloom (Irish 
Hungarian) is pure Irish to which Connolly humorously remarks: “If the 
Irish are an international race, we have the British to thank for it” 
(1990:131). Furthermore, the angry tone of Connolly while saying “Our 
people were forced down into destitution, barred from the vote and public 
office, and the price of five pounds on a priest’s head was the same as that 
for a wolf.”(125) can be seen as Eagleton’s own (2000:130). 
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As a Marxist, Eagleton’s treatment of history in Sainis and Scholars 
is a very tricky one. For instance, he offers an account of history from the 
perspective of the victims, which is after all an approach advocated by the 
postmodern writers, but cleverly he uses this approach to give information 
about the economic and political conditions these people live in. Thus, not 
only does he give voice to a Jew (Wittgenstein) or a leader of an 
unsuccessful rising (Connolly) who are both on the run and hiding from 
history (84), but he also reserves the complete fourth chapter of his book for 
depicting the condition of the poor people in Dublin, the ‘capital of 
nothing’(47). The city is stricken by epidemics, infant deaths, malnutrition 
and poverty and since working facilities are limited, most of the young girls 
become prostitutes. Those who are lucky to find a job are working under 
worst conditions: 


A fortunate adolescent might get himself apprenticed to one of the city’s traditional 
crafts, printing, bricklaying, silkweaving or plastering, having pledged not to waste 
the goods of his master, commit fornication or frequent alehouses. Employers herded 
their apprentices ten to a room and sometimes two to a bed, fined them for forgetting 
to address them as ‘sir’ and forbade them to marry. The odd batch of apprentices 
landed up in Glasnevin cemetery from time to time, victims of lax fire regulations. 
Girls who were neither indentured nor professionally penetrated might end up as one 
of the city’s thirteen thousand domestic servants, or swell the ranks of its 
seamstresses, milliners and charwomen. Most boys would join that half of Dublin’s 
male workforce who were general labourers, a class described by a foreign observer 
as ‘of no definite trade, ready for anything and good for nothing’. (46) 


The chapter about the life of the poor Dubliners does not only offer a 
postmodern approach to history as a version of the losers, but it is also a text 
to which Eagleton cleverly mixes his attack on Capitalism. Though Dublin 
is pregnant with revolution in the Marxist sense and though the working 
class is aware of the situation, they do not take the initiative, an act which is 
criticized by Eagleton. The working class is portrayed only to be babbling 
about the sufferings, and drinking in order to forget them, two things which 
the narrator ironically calls ‘dream machines’ (104). Yet talking has a 
positive weight when seen as a discourse which can “gather ten thousand 
armed men on the streets” (105) and trigger a revolution. 

Eagleton consciously pictures the increasing gap between the rich 
and the poor not only in Dublin but also in St. Petersburg to emphasize a 
class struggle and the necessity for revolution. Michael Bakhtin’s 
carnivalesque and dialogic are generally adopted by the postmodern writers 
who intend to emphasize diversity and plurality; in contrast, they are 
immediately abused by Eagleton aiming to represent the class struggle. 
Thus, Bakhtin claims in the novel: “If there are bodies in torment there are 
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bodies in ecstasy” (84). Applying this technique, Eagleton refers also to the 
increasingly wealthy bourgeoisie in Vienna, “a city of kitsch and self- 
delusion” which “had lost the meaning of truth” (35). By carefully 
juxtaposing the social and political conditions in all three cities, Eagleton 
makes a criticism of capitalism. Throughout the novel Wittgenstein and 
Connolly are constantly confronted with their views on revolution. Where 
Wittgenstein sees revolution and a total break in human life as the “dream of 
the metaphysician” (112), Connolly declares that he is a revolutionary 
because he is a realist and further claims Wittgenstein to be the product of 
the bourgeois revolution (100). In the belligerent dialogues between all the 
characters, Connolly also asserts that a pure continuity of social conditions 
is unthinkable and revolution is necessary to create some stability or peace 
out of disorder (100). His claim echoes the Marxist theory of revolution, 
which sees it as inevitable and necessary for the perfection of the society in 
the socialist sense of the word. Though the expected socialist revolution 
took place in Ireland and Russia, the condition in Vienna did not bring about 
a revolution in the Marxist sense. However, it initiated a revolution in 
Wittgenstein’s philosophy (Peters and Marshall, 1999:28). Since he is fed 
up with the chaos in Vienna where “Everything was disguised as something 
else” (Eagleton, 1990: 35), he runs away in search for purity. 

This carnivalesque emphasis does not operate only on the political 
but also on the ontological level. There is no pure world in Saints and 
Scholars, a novel in which the boundaries between fiction and reality, 
especially the ontological ones, are continuously transgressed. Wittgenstein, 
Bakhtin and Connolly are worldly personages taken from the real life, 
“whereas Bloom is from the fictional world but they appear in the multi- 
layered world of the novel so as to launch an ontological questioning of 
being; in this respect, they can be considered as transworld identities. 
Umberto Eco calls a worldhistorical figure that appears in a fictional text as 
a transworld identity (McHale, 1996: 57), but Brian McHale (57) in 
asserting many definitions also sees it as a literary device which borrows a 
character from another text which in this respect comes close to 
intertextuality. Bloom’s presence in the novel is more than intertextuality 
when the narrator and also the character himself speculate on his ontological 
state of being. The narrator mentions that Bloom, with his participation in 
the philosophical discussions, felt that the first time in his life “anything had 
really happened to him” (Eagleton, 1990:121). What Bloom felt is true in 
the sense that he meets more real characters in Saints and Scholars than in 
Ulysses from which he comes. 

Ulysses itself is a modern version of Homer’s epic poem Odyssey 
and Leopold Bloom stands for Odysseus but as the anti-hero of our time. 
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Thus Joyce’s Ulysses is a rewriting; a parody of the original Odyssey and 
therefore Bloom becomes a fictional-fictional character in the ontological 
multi-layered world of Saints and Scholars; which can be regarded as one of 
he most important ironies of the novel. This character can also be seen as 
he potentiality in the fictitious or utopic to become true — like Marxism. 
Bloom playfully makes incompatible remarks about his being. He first 
declares himself to be the only real person among the characters in the novel 
135) which can be explained from his own point of view: when the world 
of the novel is considered as a fictional one, then Bloom is in the world he 
belongs to and as such, his claim to be more real than the others is justified. 
But when he later claims everything and himself to be fictional (136), his 
self-awareness of being a fictional character in a fictional world is revealed 
but all the borders between the real and the fictional are blown up, as well. 
This approach is entirely ironically intended, yet according to 
Eagleton “what condemns postmodernism to triviality and kitsch” is irony 
Hutcheon, 1991:18). The irony begins at the very beginning of the novel 
when in the introductory note Eagleton notifies the reader that the story, 
hough mostly invented, “is not entirely fantasy”. Nevertheless, Saints and 
Scholars is ironical from the beginning to the end. Thus after the Rising the 
whole city of Dublin is looted, on which the narrator ironically comments 
ike that: “The revolution, as it had promised, had brought wealth and 
iberty to the people: the Dublin slums were awash that week with fur coats 
and jewellery, luxury foods and crates of whiskey” (91) or the ironic tone 
when the revolutionaries shot each other by mistake due to the lack of 
organization or were digging trenches which were overlooked by buildings 
occupied by the English (91). Detractors of postmodernism, including 
Eagleton, see irony as fundamentally “anti-serious” (Hutcheon, 1988: 39), 
whereas Hutcheon sees it as the only serious approach to the past through 
which “The reader is forced to acknowledge not only the inevitable 
textuality of our knowledge of the past, but also both the value and the 
limitation of the inescapably discursive form of that knowledge” (127). 

It is very difficult to define whether a statement was intended 
ironically by its writer or whether it was only interpreted as one by the 
reader because some readers may see a statement as ironical while others 
may not. From a different approach, it can be argued that ideology plays an 
important role in determining the state of irony, which would explain 
Eagleton’s use of it in his novel. Indeed this approach can be validated by 
Marxism since “The only way to be sure that a statement was intended 
ironically is to have a detailed knowledge of the personal, linguistic, cultural 
and social references of the speaker and his audience” (Gaunt 1989: 25). 
The above mentioned events in Irish history were real occurrences which 
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took place during the Rising but throughout the novel there are phrases 
which are really hard to be defined as ironical or not. As seen, 
postmodernism tends to use and abuse the modernist technique of irony just 
in the same way as Eagleton does. 

Similarly parody, another significant modernist technique, has 
become a brand of postmodern fiction. Postmodern fictions often parody the 
other ones, events, characters etc. For example, to begin with, Saints and 
Scholars is a parody of the Eastern Rising and Connolly’s execution. But 
sometimes a text may also be a parody of another form. Saints and Scholars, 
faithful to this notion, resembles very much a drama in a novel’s disguise 
(Connor, 1998). Furthermore, it can be seen as a kind of historical novel, a 
biography, a novel of ideas as well as a Socratic dialogue. Most ironically, i 
is a Marxist work under the cloak of a postmodern work. 

Dialogic and carnivalesque, other modernist techniques which affec 
postmodernist fiction, are also deliberately used/abused by Eagleton with 
the purpose of juxtaposing the bourgeoisie and working class as well as the 
characters of a broad variety. The characters chosen for this purpose are 
Bakhtin, the symbol of capitalism in the novel; Wittgenstein, symbol of 
change; Connolly, symbol of the necessity of revolution and mystification, 
and Bloom, the fictional-fictional character, ironically the symbol of the 
“real” historical evolution; they all emphasize the dialogical and 
carnivalesque aspects of the work. 

In rewriting the Eastern Rising and Connolly’s execution in Saints 
and Scholars, Eagleton underlines the socialist meaning in the text. Saints 
and Scholars is constructed in such a clever and skilful way as to reflect 
Eagleton’s own view that there is an ideology, though hidden and invisible, 
behind whatever takes place around us. Therefore, his work is skilfully 
constructed in plot and characterization to criticize postmodernism’s non- 
commitment that leads to purposelessness in general. Ironically enough he, 
as a Marxist writer opposed to postmodernism, makes use of the 
postmodernist techniques in his novel in a conscious attempt to justify 
Marxist theory of history that echoes Derrida’s deconstruction. He uses the 
techniques of postmodernism to deconstruct it. Not only does he attack 
postmodernism from outside as a Marxist but he also abuses it from inside 
under the cloak of a postmodernist writer. 
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